An electronic device according to claim 48 wherein said device is a portable 

An electronic device according to claim 48 wherein said device is a video camera.-- 
An electronic device according to claim 48 wherein said device is a mobile 

An electronic device according to claim 48 wherein said device is a rear projector — 
An electronic device according to claim 48 wherein said device is a front projector.- 



REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner makes the following rejections: 

(A) claims 1 and 6 under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipated by Shimata: 

(B) claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over Shimata ; 

(C) claims 16 and 22-27 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over Shimata and 
further in view of Yamazaki; 

(D) Claims 18-19 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over Shimata in view of 
Yamazaki and further in view of Kunii et al .; 

(E) Claims 2-5, 28-3 1 and 34-35 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Shimata .; 

and 

(F) Claims 16-17 and 20-2 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. as being unpatentable over Shimata 
in view of Yamazaki . 
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--61. 
telephone.-- 



-62. 




-63. 



.computer.— 



-64. 



--65. 



The Examiner also stated that Claims 7 and 32-33 are objected as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Each of these claims recites "wherein the 
insulating layer is a light absorbing layer". 

Accordingly, Applicants are following the Examiner's suggestion and amending each of the 
independent claims to add the limitation "wherein the insulating layer is a light absorbing layer" 
(and canceling redundant dependent Claims 7 and 32-33). Accordingly, as amended, each of the 
independent claims, and those claims dependent thereon should now be allowable over the cited 
references. 

Applicants are also adding new Claims 38-65 to further claim the subject matter of the 
present application. The two independent Claims 42 and 48 both recite a similar limitation as the 
allowed claims and should be allowable for substantially the same reasons. Please charge our 
deposit account 50/1039 for the fee for these additional claims. 

Accordingly, for the above-stated reasons, it is requested that this application now be 
allowed. 

Favorable reconsideration is earnestly solicited. 



COOK, ALEX, McFARRON, MANZO, 
CUMMINGS & MEHLER, LTD. 
200 West Adams Street 
Suite 2850 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 
(312) 236-8500 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: December 21, 2000 
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